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do not see how we can even expect not
to see these kinds of impacts on the
children who lost their parents in that
terrible tragedy.
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I hope that all of them will be made
whole, and that they will again see joy
in America and joy in their lives. I
know there are loving relatives who
will be reaching out to take care of
them, many of them. But in instances
where they will need foster care or
adoption assistance or psychological
care or different kinds of educational
care, can this Congress not step up to
the plate?

The American Academy of Child and
Adolescent Psychiatry likewise is of-
fering their support: “On behalf of the
Academy of Child and Adolescent Psy-
chiatry, I offer our full support for H.
Con. Res. 228. The resolution recognizes
that the delivery of crucial services
and benefits is sometimes delayed.”

Again, we emphasize that all Mem-
bers of Congress should support this
legislation. I thank Clarice J.
Kestenbaum, M.D., president of this or-
ganization, for supporting this legisla-
tion.

This is crucial. Why we are delaying
in the passage of this I cannot under-
stand. I am gratified for the interest of
the Senate, the other body, in its re-
view of this legislation, and I do be-
lieve that we will have the opportunity
to see this legislation passed.

I would hope that we will spend the
next couple of days and weeks debating
issues that will help the people who
lost their loved omnes; that we will
spend time trying to help those who
have been impacted even beyond the
terrible violence of September 11, 2001.

I would like to add to my concerns
the fact that this House has not
brought forth legislation that I have
cosponsored, and many others, the
Gephardt legislation on the help and
assistance for laid-off workers. The
headline in USA Today: ‘“Tough Times
for Laid-Off Low-Income Workers.”’

““After attacks, the jobless rate
climbs and assistance is harder to come
by for America’s working poor.”” This
is a long article that indicates that
Congress has yet not finished its job.

That is what I would say about what
we owe families like the Calderons,
who lost Lizzie Martinez Calderon,
their mother. And there their dad is
taking care of these two wonderful and
beautiful children, children who I know
will be loved so much by him and his
family, though he indicated that he is
here without many of his relatives.
They need our help.

H. Con. Res. 228 is a legislative initia-
tive that needs to be passed, and these
laid-off workers need our help, as well.
Can this Congress only talk about nuts
and bolts and not talk about the
human loss, the sense and the depth of
the feeling that these families are hav-
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ing, having to take care of these pre-
cious children without any assistance?

Can we not encourage task forces
where necessary, in areas where this
impact is felt, that they begin to orga-
nize around assisting and providing for
these children, making sure that the
red tape, administrative red tape, the
statutory red tape is not inhibiting or
prohibiting the care and nurturing of
these precious babies?

House Concurrent Resolution 228 is a
simple proposition. It is a sense of Con-
gress. It is a statement to the Amer-
ican people. It is a statement to those
States where there is an impact from
the tragedy of September 11, where
there were so many dads possibly lost
in one city, where 4,000 orphans were
possibly created at the Twin Towers,
where there are guesstimates of be-
tween 10,000 and 15,000 children who
have lost a parent, guardian, or par-
ents.

And yet on the floor of the House
since September 11 we have not dedi-
cated one moment to talk about our
children and to pass legislation for
these children, to encourage our Fed-
eral agencies, from the Department of
Education to Health and Human Serv-
ices to many, many others, to be able
to talk about these children.

Health and Human Services has a
whole department dealing with mental
health issues. I believe they should be
front and center in determining how we
can help these children.

Mr. Speaker, as I close, let me simply
say that I believe it is the obligation of
this House to take some time to care
about our babies and about our chil-
dren. These children who have lost
their parents, these children need our
help, and we need to move H. Con. Res.
228 in order to help our children.

—_—

ON THE PASSING OF THE HON.
JERRY SOLOMON, CHARLIE DAN-
IELS, THE AIRLINE BAILOUT
BILL, PROFILING, AMERICA’S
BORDERS, AND BEING POLITI-
CALLY CORRECT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PuTNAM). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
MCINNIS) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I will
start out by saying I take issue with
the comment the gentlewoman made
that it is about time this House paid
attention to some of the needs of the
people out here. What does the gentle-
woman think the House is doing? Ev-
erybody in the House, Republican or
Democrat, cares about the horrible
losses that occurred in New York City,
that occurred in the Pentagon, the eco-
nomic losses across the country.

I think it is wrong for any of my col-
leagues to stand up here and imply
that one side or the other is not taking
the time to care about the people of
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this Nation. I believe every Republican
and every Democratic Congressman,
and I do not agree with all of them, but
I can tell the Members that all in one
way or another are committed to mov-
ing this country forward in some type
of positive fashion.

Since the tragedy of September 11, I
have not come across any Congressman
that does not care about the children
or the people who have been hurt by
the consequences of that horrible, hor-
rible tragedy. So I think it is impor-
tant, and I think it is a responsibility
of every one of my colleagues when
they stand up here and speak and we
address each other, that we acknowl-
edge at the very beginning that Repub-
licans and Democrats care about the
needs of these people; and that while
we may have debates, the fact that we
have a debate should not signify that
for some reason that means that people
do not care about the people who have
been hurt or impacted out there in any
kind of negative fashion.

So I do take exception with that
comment, and I hope the clarification
later resonates from some of my col-
leagues.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to mention,
with due respect to my good colleague,
Jerry Solomon, who passed away over
the weekend, Jerry was a remarkable
man. He was a Congressman from the
State of New York, chairman of the
Committee on Rules, and served 20
years in the United States Congress.

He had a lot of guts. He spoke very
eloquently on the floor. He represented
his interests, the interests of the State
of New York, the interests of the
things that he believed in so strongly,
veterans affairs and business issues
that he was very well-versed in. He
used to be an insurance agent.

His unexpected loss last week is a
loss to this Nation. I want to send my
deepest regards to his family. I hear his
service is going to be tomorrow. I in-
tend to attend that service, and will
represent my colleagues who cannot
attend that. So our warm wishes and
warm regards to the family of a very
remarkable man who we all had the
privilege of serving with in the House
of Representatives.

Also tonight on Hannity and Colmes,
the TV show on Fox Network, I saw
Charlie Daniels, the country western
singer. I can tell the Members, he was
talking about this newest song where
he talks about the flag, and the pride
in the flag.

Charlie Daniels represents, in my
opinion, a lot of people in this country.
There are a lot of blue-collar workers
out there. He is their hero. He is their
singer.

I just wanted to say I hope Members
get an opportunity, if they ever see
him, tell him to stick to his guns, by
gosh, because he is right. What happens
is there is so much of this politically
correct garbage going on out there: Oh,
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my gosh, look at this song, it is not po-
litically correct because it may offend
some group out there.

We need to move a little further
away from political correctness and get
back to realism. Charlie Daniels rep-
resents the views of a lot of people in
this country. And how interesting, peo-
ple who jump up and yell about his
song, and they object to his song be-
cause at some point, through some
type of interpretation, it might offend
somebody, and therefore Charlie Dan-
iels’ song should not be allowed at
some concert, those are the very same
people that demand freedom of speech
when they come up with a controver-
sial issue.

I just wanted to pass on to my col-
leagues, if they get a chance to listen
to Charlie Daniels in an interview, he
obviously holds his own. I want to send
a commendation to that song. I think
it is a great song, and I think it rep-
resents a lot of the views across this
country.

Tonight, for the main context of my
remarks, there are a number of dif-
ferent things I want to talk about.
First of all, I want to talk about the
airline bailout bill. I am going to go
into some of the promises and some of
the thoughts that those of us who sup-
ported that bail-out bill have.

I am not the kind of person, Members
can tell from my record, who is in-
clined for a government bail-out of any
type of industry, but I felt some con-
victions about this, the need for the
airline industry to stay afloat. Frank-
ly, I felt some sense of betrayal this
week by United Airlines, which has a
large location in Denver, Colorado.

I want to visit a little about
profiling, the need for profiling, who
uses profiling in our society, and why I
think profiling is an essential ingre-
dient for law enforcement. Profiling is
dictated by common sense, and every
one of us in these chambers uses
profiling every day in our life.

Why all of a sudden, when we talk
about using profiling to protect the se-
curity of this Nation, to provide home-
land security for this Nation, to hope-
fully prevent another terrorist act,
why all of a sudden should profiling
then become politically incorrect? It
makes no sense. I want to go into that
in a little more detail.

I want to talk about our borders.
Clearly we have a problem on our bor-
ders. We have 500 million crossings, 500
million crossings every year on our
borders. Maybe we ought to consider a
dramatic tightening of those borders
until we can get control of those bor-
ders.

Some people said it is impossible to
track those kinds of numbers. If we
have a huge amount of numbers cross-
ing the border and it overwhelms the
operation of tracking, the only obvious
thing, if we cannot upgrade that oper-
ation quickly, and obviously we cannot
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do that, we need to downgrade the
amount of volume coming in. It is a
pretty easy decision to make. I want to
g0 into more depth on that.

I want to talk a little more, again,
coming back to this politically correct
thing and the challenges that we face
in this war that we are engaged in.

We cannot fight a war being politi-
cally correct. We cannot be a nice guy
in a war. In a war, the nice guy always
loses. The nice guy never wins in a war.
We have to be in the war, we have to be
in there tough, we have to be tena-
cious, we have to strike horribly
against our enemy. We have to hit our
enemy so hard they swear they would
never want to see us again, never want
to ever cross our path again.

When we tiptoe through the tulips,
we are not made to go to war. This
country has a war, here. This is not
some far-off imagination of ours, this
is a war that struck us in our home-
land. We have to strike a horrible blow
to those, I feel like calling them a hor-
rible name, to those cancers, and I pro-
fessionalize myself here on the floor
and will not violate the rule. That is
not what my gut says to call those peo-
ple who brought across the ocean this
horrible act against our country.

The fact is, they started this war.
They are the ones responsible for cas-
ualties and consequential or collateral
damages that occur here. We do not
owe anybody any apologies. The United
States of America did not start this
war. The United States of America did
not dare somebody to come and destroy
the World Trade Center Towers, or
strike the Pentagon.

The United States of America was
the victim in this war, and now all of
a sudden even U.S. citizens, I begin to
sense some are becoming apologetic,
politically correct, saying we have the
Ramadan coming on, do not bomb dur-
ing their holy holiday.

Do Members think those people
would not have set off a nuclear weap-
on in this country on Christmas day? If
we think that, we are crazy. These peo-
ple will do whatever is necessary. Re-
member, most of the Muslims, by far,
the largest number of Muslims killed
so far in this engagement were killed
by the terrorists who struck the World
Trade Towers and killed 400 or 800, I
forget the exact number, but it is in
that range, of Muslims and people that
practice the Islam faith.

That is where those casualties came
from: They killed their own people.
These people, these terrorists and bin
Laden preached that they are standing
up for Islam, and as part apparently of
their interpretation of Islam they can
go at will, at their choosing, at their
timing, and Kkill other people of the
faith. That is exactly what they did in
New York City. That is exactly what
they did at the Pentagon.

Now people are saying we should han-
dle these people politically correctly?
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We should tiptoe through the tulips for
these people? I will get into that in
more detail, too. I anticipate having a
full evening in this discussion with
these topics. Let us go back and let us
start with the airline bailout bill.

The airline bailout bill was about $15
billion. We face a situation which the
airlines in this country have never
faced in their history. No airline in the
history of airline aviation has suffered
two crashes, two crashes caused by an
act of terrorism that hit a domestic
target; two targets, two airplanes, two
sets of terrorists, and a domestic tar-
get and thousands and thousands of
casualties. United Airlines and Amer-
ican Airlines both suffered that fate on
the same day, September 11.
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We all know the facts. We know what
happened there. It brought the airline
industry to their knees, but it almost
brought them right on the verge of col-
lapse. The United States Government
for the protection of its citizens or-
dered that all airlines cease business
for several days. And the consequences
of that terrorist attack are obvious to
all of us.

Today I flew in on a plane in Denver,
Colorado. It was United Airlines plane,
a 737. My guess is it had the capacity to
hold 120 passengers, I guess. We had 10
or 12 passengers outside of the crew on
that airplane.

The consequences of that act of Sep-
tember 11 are devastating to the airline
industry. Now it has been devastating
to a lot of us and to a lot of economic
factors in our society. But this society
of ours, this Nation of ours, the secu-
rity of this Nation, the business of this
Nation, the ability to move around in
this Nation is very, very dependent on
an efficient airliner service. So it is to
the best interest of all of us that we
keep the airlines, at least kept them
from the verge of collapse.

Sure we ought to let the Adam Smith
philosophy of the market take place. I
am a big fan of Adam Smith. I think he
is right. But there are appropriate
times for the government to step in. I
believed when United Airlines talked
and when the other airlines talked to
us, I believed, even though some of my
colleagues debated on the other side of
the issue, I believed that this money
would be well spent and that the air-
lines would exercise their responsi-
bility in the utilization of this kind of
money, and that the airlines would re-
alize that they have a debt, not just to
the stockholders as a corporation, but
that they also have some responsibility
to this Nation, that they too have to
pitch in and be good neighbors. And a
lot of those airlines did it, Jet Blue,
American, some of these others, they
have come, and they have risen to that
responsibility.

What happened over at United Air-
lines? United Airlines has a chief exec-
utive officer which I think has run that
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airline into the ground. His name is
Goodwin.

Well, Goodwin has been with United
Airlines for 34 years. That is a lot of
yvears of service. He has successfully
done more to bring an airline to the
verge of collapse than any airline exec-
utive I have known for a number of
years. So over the weekend United Air-
lines decided because the capability of
Mr. Goodwin to run United Airlines has
been severely diminished by his own
shortcomings, they decided they need-
ed to pay the guy to leave. I want to
give you an idea.

Some of the people who opposed the
airline bailout bill said this money is
just going to fatten the pockets of the
chief executive officers. I felt, come on,
give the airlines a break. Frankly, sev-
eral of airlines, including United Air-
lines, froze the salaries of their execu-
tives. And I think that is good will that
has been put forth by some of these air-
lines. But while they froze the pay of
some of these executives, look at what
United Airlines just did today.

By the way, I wanted to compare it.
This morning I talked with a United
employee in Denver, Colorado who had
been with the company for 30-some
years. Let us just call it 30 years. This
particular employee was at the desk. I
guess it is a ticket agent, an agent at
the desk for United Airlines. This par-
ticular person was a 30-year employee
over here to my left on this poster. Her
retirement after spending 30 years with
the airline is $2,000 per month which is
approximately $656 a day. For the rest
of her life she will receive approxi-
mately $656 a day. That is her retire-
ment after serving for United with 30-
plus years.

Now, she did not run that airline into
the ground. She did not help contribute
to the near demise of United Airlines.
Her service has been recognized
throughout by the company itself. Now
ironically, her retirement falls within
two days of Mr. Goodwin’s termi-
nation. Her time, her service with the
company of 30-some years falls very
close to the same time and service with
the company that Mr. Goodwin’s does.

Now let us take a look at what
United Airlines, after receiving assist-
ance from the Federal Government to
help bail them out, take a look at what
that airline has just done to terminate
their executive that has put their com-
pany on the verge of bankruptcy. I call
it the United Airlines Bailout and then
I move it over to Blowout after I saw
this morning what the United Airlines
has done for their executive.

They added 6 years of service to his
retirement. Now, this employee over
here spent 30-some years, 30 years and
some months with United. When this
individual was given a choice, frankly,
72 hours they wanted people over a cer-
tain time to retire, they did not offer
to this individual to say, hey, we will
move you from 30 years to 36 years. But
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they did it with their chief executive
office. They went to Goodwin. Again, I
want to stress how strongly I feel that
Mr. Goodwin is where the buck stops.
That is the individual who has brought
this company to the verge of bank-
ruptcy.

What do they do? They have given
him 6 years added service. Although he
did not work the 6 years, they will add
it to his 34 years of service so his re-
tirement treats him as if he had 40
years with United Airlines.

Now, what does that mean? That
means that his pension will be $500,000
a year. That is his requirement; $500,000
a year for the rest of his life. What does
that figure out to be?

Well, remember, my ticket agent
over here that gets $656 a day for the
rest of her life and this chief executive
officer who almost runs the company
into the ground will be making $1,400 a
day. United Airlines agreed to pay him
$1,400 a day every day for the rest of his
life and his work is done with United.
He walked out the door. That is not all.

Take a look: 611,450 stock options
have been granted to this chief execu-
tive officer. This is a company that my
colleagues here, that the House of Rep-
resentatives, the U.S. Senate, the
President of the United States has sent
$15 billion to the airline industry and
asked them to exercise responsibility
in keeping their airlines above water
and here is what they do: 611,450 stock
options.

Now today those stock options are
under water which means they have no
value. But these stock options are for
10 years. So if there is any bet at all, if
United recovers at all, imagine that
every dollar of recovery that United
has, his profit goes up $611,000. Every
dollar that that United stock moves up
from this point through the next 10
years, if it moves at all, he will make
in proportion $611,000 for every dollar
rise in that stock.

Now on top of it, it is not enough
that United agreed to pay him $1,400
for every day for the rest of his life,
United felt apparently that Mr. Good-
win who almost took their company
into bankruptcy, Mr. Goodwin was not
being treated well enough, so they de-
cided to get him severance pay. What is
that severance pay? Well, we cannot
get an exact number. We think just to
get him to walk out the door, they
gave him $5 to $7 million. Here is your
check for $56 to $7 million, Mr. Goodwin.
Thanks for almost destroying the
country. By the way, here is your $65
check, ma’am, for being a ticket agent
at one of our counters for 30 years with
United Airlines.

But it does not stop there for Mr.
Goodwin. They continue to go on.
Forty thousand more shares given to
him on termination. So they give him
$56 million in severance. They say they
will pay him $1,400 a day every day for
the rest of his life, and then on top of
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it because maybe his feelings have been
hurt, the board throws in another 40,000
shares at today’s values, another
$700,000. That is not all. They decide
just to make sure that Mr. Goodwin’s
future is well cared for, he get his
membership at the country club.

Tell me when is the last time they
ever bought a dinner at the country
club for one of these employees, for one
of the United Airline employees that
was not in Mr. Goodwin’s office. So
they agree to keep his membership in
the country club. They agree to pro-
vide him with a company car. They
agree to continue to provide his life in-
surance.

Give me a break TUnited Airlines.
Where do you think your credibility is
when some of us stand up and we are
willing to take the heat that contrary
to our philosophy and our support of
Adam Smith, we decide to go out on a
limb on your behalf and every other
airliners behalf to try to save the air-
line industry as a result of the tragedy
on September 11? This is what we are
beginning to find out. This is where
some of this money is going.

Where is your credibility, United?

I was really disgusted, and that is a
strong word, but that is how I felt this
morning. It just was ironic that I hap-
pened to run into that ticket agent
whose last day is tomorrow after 30
years and to see she is going to be paid
$656 a day for doing a good job for
United Airlines, and then United Air-
lines turns around to the individual
who has almost turned that company,
and I would not be surprised if that
company does go into bankruptcy, but
to that individual who has almost driv-
en that company into bankruptcy, they
will pay him $1,400 a day, $56 million
check on the way out, maybe a $7 mil-
lion check on the way out, $700,000 for
stock shares they just gave him that
day. Go ahead. We will keep you in the
country club. And, by the way, that car
you are driving our there, we will pay
for the car, the gas, et cetera, et
cetera.

No wonder people feel there is some
sort of class division in the country. No
wonder people feel there is a little in-
justice. No wonder Congressmen like
myself end up biting their tongue and
having second thoughts about this air-
line bailout, and whether or not this
money is really going where it needs to
go, and that is to keep a healthy air-
line industry from collapsing through
the floor as a result of acts of the ter-
rorism against this country.

Let me move on from my dismay
with the way that United Airlines has
handled this situation and talk about
profiling.

I think profiling is a pretty inter-
esting subject. Recently I have heard
politically correct shows and some of
my colleagues here on the floor, do not
dare reach out and profile people at the
border. Do not profile people on the
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street. Profiling should have no place
in law enforcement.

Yes, it is pretty ironic to hear that
kind of argument. Profiling is used at
every stage of our life. Everywhere you
go. Everyone on this floor uses
profiling. We use profiling in our own
campaigns. We go out to our district
and we have experts that come in, we
have polsters that come in and they
say, all right, in this age group, 18 to
23, we know this percentage of these
people are going to register and, of the
registered, these percentage of people
are going to vote; and that percentage
routinely is pretty low in your district.
But over here that age group, 45 to 50,
and they may be white male, they may
be Hispanic, Irish, whatever it is, they
tend to go along more with your issues.
They have a much higher voter turn-
out. So we want you to target this age
group. Do not go after the age 18 to 21
because there is not a high enough per-
centage.

They will tell you, go after the white
male or the single parent or the head of
household or the person that brings the
income in, the income earner. They are
very targeted. They profile in our own
campaigns; and every one of my col-
leagues has been the beneficiary of this
kind of profiling.

We use profiling with insurance. We
know, for example, that if you have a
young man who is between the ages of
say 16 and 23 that that individual is
more likely to drink and drive, more
likely to drive a car at a high speed
and much more likely to run a stop
sign than somebody that is 45 to 50
years old. And as a result of that kind
of profiling, we can determine where
our higher risks are and we can adjust
for that in regards to the insurance
premiums that we charge.

So we use it in our campaigns. We
use it to determine insurance. We use
it to determine risks. We use it in
schools, our testing mechanisms. We
test and we profile. We profile in our
school neighborhoods. We profile to see
which particular segment of popu-
lation, whether it is a white at certain
poverty level, whether it is black,
whether it is mixture, whether it is ge-
ographic location, et cetera, et cetera,
we put a bunch of factors in there so we
can determine which kind of education
will get the best results and be the
most benefit to that particular profile
group.

So we use profiling for campaigns, we
use profiling for insurance, we use
profiling in our educational institu-
tions.

Do not let the newspapers who run
these editorials, some of the liberal
newspapers in this Nation, who run edi-
torials about profiling and how bad
profiling is. Man, talk about hypo-
critical.
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Take a look at that newspaper and
see what kind of profiling they do,
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what kinds of marketing they do to fig-
ure out where their advertisers are,
where their market is, who is going to
buy their newspapers, who reads the
sports page. Any newspaper in this
country will tell you very accurately
what percentage of their readers read
their editorials, what percentage of
their readers read the sports section,
which is the most read page in the
newspaper, what age segment reads the
sports section. They probably do not
have a lot of people 70 and above that
read the sports section. They may read
the social page. But they know be-
tween about 12 and, say 35 that that is
their main focus in a newspaper.

Newspapers profile. They have very
dramatic profiles. It is smart business.
Of course they do it. No matter where
we look in our society we see profiling.
Even sports teams, they profile. They
know who goes to their games, they
know who buys their tickets and who
to appeal to. They know where to place
their advertising. Even in recruiting
their athletes, they know which areas
are more likely to produce a better
athlete than other areas. They use this
profiling extensively.

So, for God’s sake, why do we not use
profiling to protect the national secu-
rity of this Nation? Why are some peo-
ple out there saying the politically cor-
rect thing to do is, well, all in all we
better not profile at our borders, we
better not stop somebody who is sus-
picious just based on the fact that
they, let’s say for example they are
Arab, come from the Islam faith and
come from a particular age bracket.
Listen, we know those statistics. We
can develop risk statistics from
profiling.

Now, obviously, I do not support, and
I do not know any of my colleagues on
this floor, not one Democrat or one Re-
publican, that supports profiling based
solely on race. That is discrimination.
Nobody questions that. We ought to
have zero tolerance for that. In other
words, we should not just go and say,
hey, that individual is Irish or that in-
dividual is black so they must be a sus-
pect. We only take that so far. I mean
if we have a bank robbery and the de-
scription, the profile, of the bank rob-
ber is a white male between 19 and 24,
why would we be in the black neighbor-
hood interviewing black people to see
if they were the bank robber? Clearly,
at some point, we begin to profile. But
that is one of the factors.

I do not want my colleagues or any-
one to be drawn into signing a state-
ment or acknowledging that, look,
profiling has no place in a war against
people that want to tear our guts out,
against people that killed thousands
and thousands of people at the New
York World Trade Center, or over here
at the Pentagon where they killed hun-
dreds of people. We ought to use every
weapon we have against these people.
We ought to be prepared to use what-
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ever method, whatever weapon, what-
ever energies we have to win this bat-
tle. We cannot afford to be the nice guy
here. Oh sure, war has kind of a param-
eter of what should be done, but the
fact is that in that spectrum there is a
lot of horrible things that happen in a
war.

I wish we could avoid this war. I do
not know anyone out there that wants
to be engaged in the war we are in. I do
not know anyone that chose to have us
get into the predicament that we are in
today. Maybe there are some out there,
I hope not, but I do not know many
people out there that think we had this
coming. This is a war that was brought
upon us. The United States did not
strike out against anyone. Thank good-
ness we are too great a Nation to do
that. We do not do those kinds of acts
of terrorism. But when somebody
strikes at the United States, the kind
of blow they dealt us on September 11,
and we have felt every hour and every
minute and every day since September
11, we need to strike back with a hor-
rible, horrible swift sword.

Now, there are a lot of people out
there that are counting on the fact
that the United States of America
might be too timid to strike back and
that the United States of America just
does not have the resolve to strike
hard, that there is going to be a little
pretend bombing over here, hit a soft
target there, and a soft target there
and declare a victory. Well, thank
goodness we have an administration
that in my opinion is not going to go
by that playbook. This administration,
in my opinion, George W. Bush, Che-
ney, Rumsfeld, Condoleezza Rice, these
people, they understand we are engaged
in a war.

We cannot stop a war for the holi-
days. The Taliban would not stop for
us. The Taliban wants one thing: They
want every man, woman and child in
the United States of America de-
stroyed. They do not want to save the
children of the United States. They do
not want to avoid the loss of children.
They do not want to save Muslims in
the United States of America. They do
not want to save the people of the
Islam faith in the United States of
America. They want to destroy them
simply because of the fact that they
are in the United States of America.
You can take that to the bank.

Take a look at what happened at the
World Trade Center. There were many
people of the Islam faith that were de-
stroyed and their families destroyed
through the consequences of these ac-
tions. We had many Muslims that may
not even have been of the Islamic faith
that were destroyed, that were killed.
They were slaughtered in New York
City. So do not give this Taliban or ben
Laden any kind of badge of courage. Do
not give him any kind of credibility be-
cause you think they fight with honor.
They do not fight with honor. They
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fight with cheap shots. They would just
as soon gut you in the back as to fight
you face-to-face.

That is the kind of war we are en-
gaged in with these people. This is a
tough situation that we have. We have
to use the weapons and the tools that
are available to us. There is a vast
array of those, but the one I am focus-
ing on here is profiling. Again, let me
reiterate that profiling based solely,
and the only reason to do it is to dis-
criminate, we do not tolerate. That is
not what I am talking about, and I do
not know anyone who supports that.

But let me just say that we had 19 hi-
jackers. Of those 19 hijackers, 19 of
them were Arab. Of those 19, they were
all within a certain age range. Of that,
they were all male. All 19 were male. Of
that, they were all active in this fun-
damentalist Islam faith. Not represent-
ative, by the way, of the general Islam
faith, but active in a fundamentalist,
corrupted, perverted view of that. So
we can begin to put a profile together
and we ought to be looking at people
who fit in that category. If there are
people that fit into that kind of cat-
egory who attempt to cross the borders
of the United States, we ought to pull
them aside and ask them some ques-
tions. Obviously, we ought to detain
them. Of course we should refuse them
entrance into this country if they fit
within certain risk factors. We would
be crazy not to.

Let me reiterate that this kind of
profiling is used in every stage of our
life, even when we are born. What hap-
pens when a baby is born? They figure
out how much the baby weighs, they
figure out what the race is, they figure
out if the parents are married. They
send all this information in for statis-
tical gathering. That is how we can de-
termine, for example, in parts of the
country, where we have a lot of unwed
mothers. We profile unwed mothers. We
g0 in and say, why do we have so many
unwed mothers. Why do we have such a
high level of teenage pregnancies. We
profile it. We go out and figure out,
okay, what can we do to alleviate teen-
age pregnancies like we have. We put it
to a beneficial use.

My premise here this evening is that
we can put to a beneficial use for the
protection of the national security of
this Nation profiling. So do not run
away from it when a discussion is had
on it. And my colleagues will hear
about it back in their districts. I was
asked the question, and when I started
with my response, the reporter that
was talking to me said, boy, you are
taking on a hot potato. Do you really
want to go into this kind of detail on
profiling?

Do not run from it. We have to use it.
My problem, again coming back, we
cannot take this so-called theory of po-
litical correctness from the far left lib-
eral side of the spectrum and let that
determine whether or not we are going
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to use that tool to protect this Na-
tion’s security. The question here is
can we reasonably and in compliance
with the Constitution of the United
States profile and use it as a weapon of
our choice and a weapon for our ben-
efit? Absolutely. The answer is abso-
lutely yes. And every law enforcement
agency in this country ought to use
profiling as a tool for their assistance.

Again, do not let people try to drag
you into, well, you must mean race
profiling, or you are out to go and get
the Irish or the African Americans.
That is not what we are talking about.
That is a nice side show, that is a nice
diversion, but that is not the focus
here. The focus here is the security of
the United States of America. The
focus is what tool do we have that we
can use, and that is why I feel so
strongly about standing up when we
participate in discussions on profiling
to tell the other side of it. Tell why it
is important.

Take a look in our society and have
discussions about where we use
profiling and the benefits of profiling,
because there are a lot of benefits of
profiling. We have huge benefits, par-
ticularly if we profile and one of these
people shows up at our borders and
they fall within that risk category, and
we are able to stop an act of terrorism.
We have plenty of evidence to do it.

By the way, most countries use
profiling. Regardless of how wide you
want to use it, a lot of countries are
using racial profiling. They use what-
ever profiling they darn well feel like
using. I am not saying we should stoop
to that, but I am saying that it has
proved to be an effective weapon.

They stopped the bombing of, I think
it was a Swedish airline about 15 years
ago. A lady walks up and she fits into
the category because she bought her
ticket with cash. Bing. One element of
the profile. She had no check-in bag-
gage. Bing. She is going here with no
check-in baggage, and she was going
transcontinental. So they asked her
where she was going. She said my des-
tination is here. They said, we know
that, you bought the ticket. How long
are you going to stay there? Oh, three
weeks. She has one little tiny bag, no
check-in bags. She falls within a cer-
tain age that they know they have had
problems with. Bing, bing, bing, bing.
This profile begins to set itself up. It
alerts them, so they ask her some more
questions, this and that. All it does is
bring up more red flags. Then they
search her. Guess what they find? When
the suitcase is emptied and they weigh
it, it weighs more than an empty suit-
case should weigh. Sure enough, they
find a false bottom and it is filled with
high-level plastic explosives intended
to blow that airline out of the sky.

We better profile. It is to our benefit
and to the benefit of this Nation’s secu-
rity. It is to all our benefit, no matter
what background we are, to go to war
with every tool that we can use.
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Now, let me move on very briefly and
discuss our borders. I want to give
some statistics that I think are pretty
interesting. Our borders are crossed 500
million times a year. Five hundred mil-
lion times a year through 300 check-
points we have people coming across
those borders. Now, the largest number
of people coming across the borders are
tourists. The largest number by far,
99.9999 percent of the people that come
into this country come in with good in-
tentions. So how do we focus on that
very, very small percentage? How do
we get our sights on that very small
percentage with the minimal impair-
ment to the larger percentage while
still accomplishing the security for the
national interest?

It is a tough job. Just imagine trying
to track 500 million crossings a year. I
am not sure we have the technical ca-
pability. We certainly do not have the
technical capability in place today to
do it. Maybe we will have that tech-
nical capability within a few years, but
not today. So the question comes up,
should we continue to let the 500 mil-
lion crossings occur every year or
should we begin to clamp down on who
comes across that border?

Now, I have a basic test, a litmus
test, as to how to come across that bor-
der. My feeling is that I ought to treat
it like somebody who wants to come
into my house. When somebody knocks
at the door of our house, rings the
doorbell of our house, we look out the
peephole. In other words, we do not
allow them to come in right off the
bat. We size them up, kind of profile
them, look at them. We say, maybe we
should ask this person a couple of ques-
tions. Then we may open the door but
still not let them in the house yet. If I
know them, I welcome them in. If I feel
comfortable with them, I welcome
them in. If they meet certain stand-
ards, I welcome them in. Obviously, if
they fit the profile of a newspaper de-
livery person, and I know the person
and they come by every time of the
month about this period of time to col-
lect a fee, I let them in the house and
I give them a Coke or a Pepsi or some-
thing.

So what we ought to do here is look
at our borders. I think for a temporary
period of time we have to really clamp
down on our borders until we begin to
make significant strides in regards to
this war. Right now that percentage of
people that wants to do significant
harm to the United States of America
has grown rather dramatically. As we
know, this United States of America is
now under a national alert for an act of
terrorism.
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Mr. Speaker, I can tell Members that
the likelihood of that act of terrorism,
we can go ahead and put together what
that group would look like. Number
one, they probably are not native born
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United States citizens. Number two,
they probably have come across the
borders in the last year or two. Number
three, they probably had a background
that if checked significantly, we would
find that these are not the kind of peo-
ple that we would want to let in our
house or country.

I am not saying close the borders.
That is not what I am saying here. Al-
most all of us are beneficiaries of the
immigration policy of this Nation. I
am saying in order for the immigration
policy to work, we have to have rules
of the game, and we have to enforce the
rules. When we have somebody who
violates the rules, we cannot let them
continue playing the game if they are
going to continue to violate the rules.
You have to have enforcement of the
rules and enforcement of immigration
policy of this country.

Clearly if there has ever been a de-
mand for enforcement of the policy
currently in existence, it is right now.
We have 3 or 4 million people a year
come across our borders on visas, and
they stay after their visas expire.
Three or 4 million people a year stay in
this country even when the rules of the
game say you have stayed all you are
allowed, now you have to go home. It is
similar to a guest coming to your home
for an hour for lunch, and pretty soon
they are intending to spend the night.

The INS is doing a good job, but the
reality is that the INS has two things
they have been trying to do. One is to
keep foreigners from turning into ille-
gal U.S. residents. Two, to investigate
domestic crimes involving foreigners.
As quoted here, keeping track of for-
eigners’ whereabouts in this country
was not considered anyone’s job. We
have allowed these lax policies for
much, much too long. It makes a lot of
practical sense that one of the tools
and one of the weapons that we can use
in this war that we are engaged in is to
tighten our borders.

That means the utilization of
profiling. That means if somebody has
a student visa, that we require that
university confirm that person’s pres-
ence, we set up a tracking system.
That means that we start saying no to
people. It means that we start getting
numbers of people that we allow across
our borders so we can manage. There
was an ad, I do not know if it is still
running on television or not, but some
people set up a business on the Inter-
net. They are waiting for their first
order. They are worried. They have put
in all of this investment, and all of a
sudden order number one comes in.
That is not much, but at least we got
one order on the first day of business.
All of a sudden 2, 3, 4. All of a sudden
a hundred orders come across. They are
smiling and happy. All of a sudden it
does not stop and it goes to 1,000 orders
to 10,000 orders to 100,000 orders. They
are in panic. We cannot possibly man-
age 100,000 orders. We cannot manage
it.
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Mr. Speaker, the same thing is hap-
pening on our borders. Most people in
the world dream of coming to the
United States of America. A lot want
to live here. It is the only country in
the world where we do not have a prob-
lem Kkeeping people. We cannot open
the borders in such a way that the
numbers are so huge we cannot manage
them.

Today that is exactly where we are.
We have so many people coming across
the borders that we cannot manage it.
We need to reduce those numbers so
that it is at least manageable. So that
we know that people that come across
our border, those 3 million people that
currently every year come across the
border and do not go home when they
are supposed to, that we can begin to
develop management tools to fill that
gap. That is one of the weapons we can
use in our war against terrorism.

Mr. Speaker, I know it is not politi-
cally correct to talk about we had bet-
ter cut down on our immigration. I
know it is not politically correct to
talk about tightening our borders, but
we got a real dose of reality on Sep-
tember 11. We woke up in the morning
leading a normal life, and those of us
fortunate enough to be alive at the end
of the day got a real wake-up call.

We have to change our management
practices, and one of the management
practices we have to change are our
borders which have become unmanage-
able. There are other things we have to
change. You notice people agree across
the board that we have to change the
check-in procedure and security at our
airports and nuclear facilities. Mem-
bers will notice that Secretary Mineta
today ordered no flying of aircraft by
nuclear plants, et cetera, et cetera. We
are changing our management prac-
tices. We need to change our manage-
ment practices in regards to these im-
migration policies.

Now the President, of course, has
taken the lead on this. Yesterday the
President talked about student visas.
We have a big problem with student
visas. We have a lot of people who
never show up at the schools. Student
visas have kind of become the popular
tool of choice to get into America, and
then not have to worry about being
held accountable to anybody.

Frankly, we have some universities,
institutions of higher education, that
depend very heavily on student visas
because of the tuition that they charge
foreign visitors. Those golden days will
have to come to an end, despite the
lobbying up here on the hill to leave
student visas alone. We ought to stop
the abuses, limit the number of student
visas that we grant until we can get a
management grasp on it. That is what
I am asking for. Get it in our control.

I think we should quit hesitating
about what we do allowing students of
countries that mean us harm. Do you
think we ought to allow students of
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Libya or some of these other countries,
Iran, Iraq, to come into this Nation?
Should we educate them and train
them how to fly planes? There are a lot
of foreign students taking airline pilot
instruction courses in this country as I
speak this hour. We should not be
ashamed of saying no to some people,
and we should not be so worried about
being politically correct that when we
see someone from a country that is
listed as a terrorist country, we ought
to have enough guts to say at the bor-
der, You are not coming over here for
your education and taking the benefit
of our society to later on down the
road turn against our society.

The National Journal, October 27,
2001 reported on a bill over on the Sen-
ate side which will require the airlines
to submit their international passenger
lists to the INS in advance so names
can be run through the agency’s look-
out system.

Well, today most airlines voluntarily
submit those lists. Today most air-
lines, notice I say most, voluntarily
give their list to the INS to see if there
is anybody on that list that is on a sus-
pect listing or on the look-out system.
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Guess which airlines that fly into the
United States refuse to turn their lists
over to the INS? Egypt, Jordan, Ku-
wait, Pakistan and Saudi Arabia. My
response to that is if the airline com-
ing out of Saudi Arabia, if the airline
coming out of Kuwait, if the airline
coming out of Egypt, if the airline
coming out of Pakistan does not want
to give us the list of their passengers
that are flying into the United States
of America, landing in an airport in the
United States of America, to be dis-
persed once they get off the airplane
into the cities of the United States of
America, we should not allow those
airlines to land in the United States.
We are not asking too much to go to
these airlines and say, we want your
list. We want to know who you are
bringing into this country. Is that ask-
ing too much? I do not think so. Just
another example of sloppy manage-
ment.

I want to commend the President.
Yesterday he made comments about
the tightening we need to take on
these borders. He talked about student
visas. The President and the adminis-
tration is on the right track and he de-
serves the support of the United States
Congress.

Let me move on to some final points
I want to make, and that is about the
battle that we are engaged in. I notice
in the last week, there has been a lot of
publicity about, gosh, maybe we’re
stuck in Afghanistan, maybe we’re not
accomplishing militarily what we
hoped to accomplish. You know what
people are doing, we are comparing the
first few days. We controlled all the
airspace over Afghanistan within 3
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days. It is always when you go to pick
fruit, at least when I picked fruit, when
somebody hired me especially to pick
fruit, I always filled my basket. The
easiest time to fill a basket was when
I first got to the tree because that was
the fruit that hung the lowest. That
was easy pickings. So the first couple
of bushels came real fast. But when I
had to get to the third and fourth bush-
el, it took a lot more work. It was not
because I was bogged down in the apple
tree, it was because of the fact you had
to exert a little more energy. You had
to climb up into the limbs, you had to
reach out, you had to hunt those ap-
ples. You did not have four our five ap-
ples hanging where you could just put
them right in the basket. You had to
get up in the tree, you had to reach,
you had to move the limbs to find
them. That is exactly what we are en-
gaged in right now. Do not try and urge
the President to stop this war, or to
slow down this bombing for some holi-
day that these terrorists would use
simply as a shield to rebuild, take a
fresh breath and recoordinate their
strategies. We have got to go after
those guys and gals that have insti-
gated such horrible damage to this Na-
tion. Actually the worst thing we can
do and the best thing that could hap-
pen to them is for American people to
begin to lose faith in the military ef-
fort that our administration is car-
rying forward. These are not tough
warriors when you are able to get them
out of their caves person to person. We
will destroy them. There is no question
about it. If you got them out of their
caves, you got them in an open field,
we destroy them. There is not even a
contest there. Some people think that
these Taliban fighters are supermen.
They are not supermen. They have
emotions. They are susceptible. I would
much rather have our weapons than
have their weapons. The fact is we have
to locate them. They have extensive
cave mnetworks. They hide in the
mosques. They hide in the schools.
They move their weapons so that if you
try and get them or their weapons, you
have got to kill some of their civilians.
That is exactly the kind of strategy
they are using.

There is one other strategy they are
using against the United States. When
it comes down to it, they do not think
the United States of America has the
resolve to go after them. They think
all they have to do is take a couple of
Americans, capture them, skin them
alive, torture them, send their bodies
back in body bags and that the Amer-
ican people will lose their resolve to
win this war against terrorism. If that
happened, it would be the greatest
military victory probably in history
for an organization like the Taliban. It
would be a huge defeat for the United
States of America, because you are not
eliminating the cancer. The Taliban is
a cancer. If you do not get rid of that
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cancer, it will come back and it will
come back in a harsher form than you
ever believed it could return in. We
have got to destroy the Taliban.

Last Friday, I think, in the Wall
Street Journal, Senator MCCAIN, our
colleague, wrote an excellent article
about victory, victory in a war. This is
a war. I would suggest to my col-
leagues, read this article. It is excel-
lent. It talks about that war is dirty,
that the consequences of war are hor-
rible, but Winston Churchill once said,
the only thing worse than war is losing
it, and that is exactly what we face to-
night. The only thing worse for us than
this war that we are currently engaged
in is to lose it. Do not try and urge our
Armed Forces to lay down their arms
until the job is finished. Support the
administration until the job is fin-
ished. The President stood right here
on this floor, right here at this podium,
and he told us and he told the Amer-
ican people, this battle will be a long
battle. This battle will be an intense
battle. But that we have hereby re-
solved that we will eliminate ter-
rorism, that we will fight this war. And
so 4 weeks into it, I see some com-
mentators saying, gosh, are you spin-
ning your wheels? Are you stuck? How
come we haven’t wiped out the
Taliban? How come you haven’t found
that miserable little guy in this cave
somewhere? Give me a break. These are
the very commentators that ought to
drop that type of comment and ought
to be saying, what can we do to help?
This is our country, too.

I heard a commentator the other day
that said, we have responsibilities in
the media, to remember that yes, we
are Americans, but we should not let
that take away from the point that we
should be a neutral party and that our
obligation is to report the news. It
sounded as though if you are a jour-
nalist, that you have a higher calling
than being an American, you have a
higher calling and that is of a jour-
nalist. And if it means that you leave
the auspices of sanctity of your coun-
try to complete your job, that is the
necessity of being a journalist. I could
not disagree with that respected jour-
nalist more.

I do not care whether you are a jour-
nalist or a Congressman or whether
you wash windows or drive taxis,
America comes first. Your country
comes first. Your obligation is not to
your profession, your obligation is to
your Nation. You need to stand for
your Nation. We need to support our
administration, and obviously our mili-
tary troops, to carry out this mission
until we win. Not until the Ramadan
holiday starts. That was not a part of
war. We need to carry this mission out
until we destroy the enemy, until we
cut their heads off, until we are so sav-
age to these people, so horrible to the
enemy that the enemy will never again
have a future under which they would
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consider attacking the United States of
America. The price that they will pay
has to be so high that they never ever
again want to be in that war. That is
what we have got to do. We have a mis-
sion. Every citizen in America has this
mission, and, that is, your country
comes first. The values and the prin-
ciples of America have never been
matched in the history of this world.
Never has there been a country as
great as our country. Never has a coun-
try done as much for the poor people of
the world as the United States of
America. Never has a country gone to
more aid and assistance and gone to
war across vast oceans to help friends.
Never has a country contributed more
to health care, to education, to indus-
trialization than the United States of
America. The United States of America
does not deserve what occurred, what
has happened. But the United States of
America must accept the fact that it
has happened and that the United
States of America must respond with a
horrible, horrible sword, because any-
thing short of it will make you think
of what Winston Churchill said, and,
that is, the only thing worse than war
is to lose it. For our generation and for
all future generations, we cannot af-
ford to lose this war.

———
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CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2311,
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT  APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2002

Mr. CALLAHAN submitted the fol-
lowing conference report and state-
ment on the bill (H.R. 2311) making ap-
propriations for energy and water de-
velopment for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 107-258)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2311) “‘making appropriations for energy and
water development for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other purposes’,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do rec-
ommend to their respective Houses as fol-
lows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as
follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted

by said amendment, insert:
That the following sums are appropriated, out
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, for the fiscal year ending September
30, 2002, for energy and water development, and
for other purposes, namely:

TITLE I
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

The following appropriations shall be ex-
pended under the direction of the Secretary of
the Army and the supervision of the Chief of
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